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Krause; Prof. H. Shulman; Dr. R. Bonin; Prof. R. Pallen; 
Ms. K. Norman; Mr. D. Srinivasan; Mr. M. Cambridge; 
Mr. S. Tabar. 


Prof. V. Rajiva; Prof. C. Bayne; Mr. J. Baerg; Ms. K. Bolh; Mr. I 


Sullivan; Ms. H. Patel; Mr. E. Paulsson; Dr. D. Boisvert; Mr. J. 
Woodrow. 


The meeting was called to order by Dr. Lowy at 9:40 a.m. 


Approval of Agenda 


96-4-2 


96-4-3 


96-4-4 


Dr. Lowy drew members' attention to the fact that the Agenda that was now 
efore Senate was different than the one that had been previously circulated. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. J-F. PECAMONDON, SECONDED BY PROF. 
BABA, THAT THE AGENDA AS REVISED BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Remarks from the Rector 


In his remarks, Dr. Lowy commented on the status of the Annual Giving 
Campaign which was expected to exceed the target set for the current year; 
planning with respect to the Capital Campaign, including the imminent 
appointments of high-profile patrons and a campaign chair; and an article 
that had appeared in this morning's Gazette concerning initiatives that had 
been taken by himself and Dean Taddeo against the publication of scientific 
papers submitted by Dr. V. Fabrikant. 


Question Period 


Issues raised and responded to included questions with respect to the 
apparent declining success rate of Concordia University research 
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applications vis-a-vis SSHRC funding; the difficulty in determining the 
rationale for the acceptance or rejection of an application; the role of research 
in the University, and possible Senate Research Committee consideration of 
ways to enhance research; the implications of declining research funding on 
defining Concordia, 1. e., the effects o n determination of departmental and 
University-wide priorities; the need to broaden the source-base with respect 
to research funding; improving the application process, including the 
possibility of changing help-strategies being provided by the Office of 
Research Services; the possibility of suggestions from the Senate Research 
Committee with respect to enhancing research and research funding 
application success rates for subsequent consideration by Senate, and which 
success rate in Engineering and Computer Science, it was argued, came 
with a lot of hard work; and the need to increase the amount of money 
allocated to the FRDP. 


Responding to concerns that had been expressed with respect to the 
implications of the decline in the research funding success rate vis-a-vis the 
definition of the University, Dr. Lowy stated that in his remarks at an open 
meeting last week he had omitted . a very important phrase, namely, 
"notwithstanding the fact that we also regard research as an important 
priority"; and that it was his belief that research should be encouraged when 
it could be done at a high level. At the same time, he expressed the feeling 
that the reward systems in academic institutions, particularly in North 
America, had become imbalanced in that while there was a ready reward for 
research, it was much more difficult to be rewarded appropriately for 
exemplary teaching; and that while he agreed wholeheartedly that Concordia 
would cease to be a university if no good research was being done, if the 
only thing that was being rewarded was formal research carried out under 
granting auspices, we would in fact be focusing too narrowly. He also 
emphasized the value of peer review, however imperfect, as a tool in 
increasing success rates vis-a-vis research funding and publication. 


Other questions were raised and responded to with respect to the definition 
of "high-level" research, the criteria to be used, who would decide on the 
appropriate level, and possible implications vis-a-vis professional profiles 
particularly in terms of work-loads, etc.; student members not being paid 
for attending Senate meetings while faculty and staff continued to be paid, 
and possible consideration of either paying student Senators on a 
per-Senate-meeting basis or holding Senate meetings after regular working 
hours, etc.; and possible discussions between the Rector, the Drs. Sankar 
and Dr. Swamy concerning University reinstatement. 


Profile for Vice-Rector Services 


Drawing members' attention to the Profile for the position of Vice-Rector, 
Services, contained in Document US-96-4-D1 which had been circulated for 
discussion and input, Dr. Lowy invited comments from members of Senate 
either during or subsequent to the meeting. There were no comments at the 
meeting. 
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1996-1997 Proposed Provisional Operating-Budget 


In presenting and explaining the 1996-1997 Proposed Provisional Operating 
Budget, Dr. Proppe advised that Document BC-96-3-D9 had been approved 
for distribution to the community by the Board of Governors Budget 
Committee at 6:00 p.m. last night; that given that the next meeting of the 
Budget Committee was scheduled to be held on 10 June 1996, Senate was 
either going to have to deal with the budget at its meeting of 31 May 1996 or 
at a meeting to be scheduled early in June 1996. After expressing 
appreciation to those who had been involved in the document preparation, 
including Linda Jans, Irvin Dudek, Lise Tremblay, Gene Gibbons, the 
Academic Deans and members of the Office of the Rector, he commented 
specifically with respect to the delay in the completion of the document that 
had resulted from FALRIP, the determination of its effect on academic 
programmes, the problem of distribution of the related savings which had 
yet to be resolved, changes with respect to the "indicators" and their 
application, and the need for a supplementary budget in the Fall. 


Dr. Lowy pointed out that at the next Senate meeting members would have, 
in addition to the more refined report from Dr. Proppe, the reports from the 
Senate Committee on Academic Planning and Priorities and the Ad Hoc 
Senate Finance Committee. 


Issues that were raised and responded to included questions concerning the 
impact of FALRIP on course offerings and enrolments in particular 
departments in the Faculty of Arts and Science; its effect on graduate thesis 
supervision; the possible short-term adverse effect on graduate student 
recruitment, particularly at the Ph.D. level; possible litigation by students 
admitted to graduate programmes which might be subsequently 
discontinued; the matter of the disproportionate results of the FALRIP and 
the need for Senate discussion on the issue as a separate item prior to the 
distribution of the cuts in the supplementary budget in the Fall; and the 
effect of graduate supervision and research by retired faculty, even on a 
voluntary basis, vis-a-vis the tax status of the retirement allowance, and the 
need for clarification in this area. 


During the continuing discussion which centred on the Performance 
Indicators as contained in Document BC-96-3-D9, questions were raised 
and responded to concerning the definition of TTE faculty" in connection 
with Indicator #1 and the rationale for its use as opposed to "full-time 
faculty" as was the case with respect to Indicator #2; the elimination of the 
average of the Revenue to Expense Ratio for 1993-94 in Indicator #4, but 
which, it was argued, had been included in last year's Operating Budget 
document; basing income figures in Indicator #4 on a theoretical model and 
factors that affected the outcome, including fluctuations that were driven by 
a particular network reality, e.g., FTE enrolment disciplinary-costs per 
student, etc.; the use of "full-time faculty" in Indicator #2, particularly with 
respect to departments that did not offer graduate programmes, including 
graduate thesis programmes; explanation and details with respect to the 
intended discussion and refinement of the "indicators" during the summer 
months; the rationale for the provision on page 12, Document BC-96-3-D9, 


concerning the retroactive application of revised indicators and weightings, 
vis-a-vis last year's cuts in Faculty budgets, which, Senate was advised, 
was a general commitment that had been made in last year's budget 
document; and the need for an in-depth Senate discussion on the 
"performance indicators" independent of the budget, with such discussion 
to be based upon input from SCAPP.' 


Commenting with respect to the academic planning and budgetary process 
in general, Dr. Lowy advised that under ideal circumstances a mission and 
objectives would be developed, and the budget, the personnel policy, the 
hiring policy, etc., would 'be used to achieve those objectives, i.e., the 
budget would be used as a management tool; that in most organizations the 
process was reversed whereby the budget of a given year was determined 
primarily by the budget of the previous year rather than by the objectives 
that have been established; that hopefully, at Concordia, we would be able 
to gradually move from a situation in which we were driven by previous 
budgetary commitments to a new situation where, to a large extent, the 
budget was being driven by the University's objectives, and which would 
represent a transition that could not be achieved over night; and that it would 
be very helpful if SCAPP was able to take up the discussion and guide 
Senate in this regard. In additional comments, Dr. Lightstone advised that 
what was involved was a perpetual transition in that the University would 
always be striving to bridge the gap between its objectives and the reality of 
the budget situation, i.e., we would always be playing "catch-up"; that 
ideally the mechanism or model to be used would attempt to handle the 
problem of smoothing out the transition in some sense, while at the same 
time moving steadily toward distributing the University's funds, finances 
and resources in a manner that accorded with our values, our mission and 
our sense of purpose; and that the question as to how the "indicators" would 
serve that end, and specifically with respect to the issue as to what degree 
they actually serve to make the 5 principles adopted by Senate on 17 
November 1995 a reality over time, and how they might be improved or 
others adopted that would achieve that purpose, was a necessary discussion 
to have in the Fall. 


Additional concerns were raised with respect to the quantification of the 
"indicators", and a feeling was expressed that it appeared from the 
information provided in the Document and the Tables that the formulation of 
the budget began with the results followed by the determination of the data, 
including the weight values of the various indicators and the years of 
application of particular indicators, etc.; inconsistency in the use of 
averaging; the pros and cons with respect to averaging per se, including the 
particular disadvantage of slowing the process of achieving desirable unit 
behavioral modifications vis-a-vis rewards associated with the indicators; 
and the need to come up with a mechanism whereby the advantages would 
be realized without the disadvantages being incurred. 


It was also argued that discussions on the "indicators" were based on 
"clouded interests", i.e., arguments that were being put forward were 
basically reinforcing the strengths of the Faculty being represented in terms 
of where the particular Faculty was or the direction in which the University 


ought to be moving; that at the end of the day, how the indicators were 
weighted was a qualitative judgement that would not result from any data or 
quantitative measurement, but rather, from our understanding of Concordia, 
what it was, and where we were going as a university; that we should have 
had that important debate 5 or 6 months ago, rather than now being driven 
by abstractions vis-a-vis process and procedures, and the fact that we had to 
have a budget; that at the end of the day, we would make decisions that 
would inevitably drive the priorities and the direction in which the 
University was going to move, i.e., we were going about the exercise 
backwards; and that it was the senior administration's responsibility to have 
provided initially a direction and a proposal that would have allowed for a 
true debate on substance. 


In responding to the above, Dr. Lowy, after outlining the planning process 
that had been initiated earlier in the academic year, and which he described 
as a "bottoms-up rather than a top-down approach", advised that next year 
the University would be in a much more difficult position budgetwise than 
was the current situation; that although FALRIP would earn the University 
more money in 1997/98 than would be realized in 1996/97, it was very 
likely that another 12 million dollars would have to be cut without the 
benefit of a new FALRIP; that very difficult decisions, which should be 
directed by the kinds of discussions that would emerge from SCAPP, etc., 
were going to have to be made; and that during the Summer and crystalizing 
in the Fall, we would be engaged in exactly the kind of discussion 
advocated above, and which discussions, over and above anyone's 
over-arching vision for the University, would also be informed by the 
Faculty planning documents. He further advised that while the qualitative 
questions were the most important ones because qualitative solutions would 
determine where the University would be going quantitatively, there was 
nevertheless the short-term problem of meeting the quantitative objectives 
that have been set. 


With respect to the question of a possible special Senate meeting in June to 
approve the Provisional Operating Budget, Dr. Lowy, advised that the 
Steering Committee had discussed the matter at its meeting of 21 May 1996, 
and he outlined the options and related complications that had been 
considered. Senate was also informed that given the concerns, particularly 
with respect to problems associated with the reduced summer quorum, the 
Steering Committee was recommending that the 1996-97 Provisional; 
Operating Budget be approved in principle at the 31 May 1996 Senate 
meeting, with the proviso that the final budget be considered in the Fall. 


It was agreed that the 1996-97 Provisional Operating Budget be considered 
at the Senate meeting of 31 May 1996; that barring emergencies, there 
would not be another Senate meeting until September; and that the final 
budget be discussed at the September 1996 meeting. 


With respect to previous comments concerning qualitative and quantitative 
dimensions vis-a-vis Senate discussions and decisions relating to the 
budget, particularly with respect to the "indicators", it was argued that 
inevitably what was being discussed was whether the quantitative aspects 


captured the qualitative, and to what extent; that they inevitably would fail to 
do so, and in consequence, the budget should continuously be modified, 
i.e., Whatever numerical model was utilized it would be deficient in some 
way and the budget would have to be modified; that it was crucial to have 
such discussions because in many instances decisions were taken in a 
quantitative way without the essential qualitative dimensions having been 
properly thought out, and that it was essential to have such discussions 
before reality became defined by the numbers; and given that the numerical 
model would essentially define the University, it was important that 
members be conscious that the "indicator" numerical model being presented 
was the one that they actually wanted to adopt; and that there had never been 
a formal debate at Senate on the "indicators", nor had Senate ever agreed to 
accept those that were being used vis-a-vis the 1996-97 Proposed 
Provisional Operating Budget. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BYERS, SECONDED BY PROF. 
KNITTER, THAT THE PRINCIPLES THAT INFORM THE 
PRESENTATION OF THE BUDGET BE DEBATED BY SENATE IN 
THE 1ST SEMESTER EACH YEAR. 


Prof. Byers explained that in adopting the motion, Senate, in essence, 
would be mandating a debate on principles early in the 1st semester, and 
that such discussion be scheduled by the Steering Committee as part of the 
regular Ist semester Senate activity. 


In response to a concern that Senate had already adopted "guiding 
principles" in November 1995 and that the University could not afford to 
push essential priority decisions off to the Fall, Dr. Lowy pointed out that 
next year would probably not be yet another exception because of the need 
not only to finalize the budget that was now before Senate, but also to begin 
early in the Fall to discuss the principles by which we would operate in the 
following year, and which, in his opinion, was going to be the most 
difficult year on the horizon. He further advised that if what had been said 
in the National Assembly came to pass, 1.e., that as we have been told, 
following the next two years of deficit budgeting the Province would be in a 
balanced budget situation, we could then look forward to a period of budget 
stability; that whether or not that happened, there would still be another 
major cut in the coming year which would be approximately the same size 
as this year's cut; that it would be prudent to imagine that next year's 
short-fall would amount to another 12 million dollars, which would require 
qualitative changes; and that long before we actually reached the budgeting 
process, we should discuss the principles under which we were going to 
operate, and more particularly, the objectives that we were going to try to 
achieve using those principles. In additional comments, the feeling was 
expressed that a Senate discussion was going to have to occur with respect 
to the nature of the University that we wanted to be, particularly given the 
FALRIP, the indicators and the budget compressions over two years; and 
that that issue should be locked into a Senate discussion in the Fall, possibly 
on the basis of twice-monthly meetings, with one of the discussions being a 
general topic that Senate could take on and deal with. 
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THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 
Preliminary Capital Budget for 1996-1997 


Dr. Bertrand reported that a copy of the Preliminary Capital Budget for 
1996-1997, which had been approved by the Budget Committee last night, 
had now been submitted to the Secretary of Senate, and that it would be 
made available immediately to the Ad Hoc Senate Finance Committee and 
circulated to members of Senate. 


It was agreed that the issue concerning the academic versus the 
non-academic budgets (Agenda Item VII, (a)), and implications with respect 
to possible approval of the Provisional Operating Budget "in principle", be 
considered at the next Senate meeting. 


Notices of Motions 


Arts and Science 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. SHULMAN, SECONDED BY PROF. 
CHAIKELSON, THAT THE ARTS AND SCIENCE FACULTY 
COUNCIL RESOLUTION CONCERNING THE ALLOCATION OF 
RESOURCES RESULTING FROM ACADEMIC RETIREMENTS AND 
FACULTY PLANNING DOCUMENTS, AS PROPOSED IN 
DOCUMENT US-96-3D4, BE APPROVED. 


It was suggested, and agreed by the mover and seconder, that the motion, 
which, it was felt, should be debated within the context of the discussion on 
priorities and the budget, BE TABLED TO THE SENATE MEETING OF 
31 MAY 1996. 


Commerce and Administration 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN ANVARI, SECONDED BY PROF. 
TOMBERLIN, THAT THE COMMERCE AND ADMINISTRATION 
FACULTY COUNCIL RESOLUTION CONCERNING THE 
ALLOCATION OF RESOURCES RESULTING FROM ACADEMIC 
RETIREMENTS AND FACULTY PLANNING DOCUMENTS, AS 
PROPOSED IN DOCUMENT US-96-4-D2, BE APPROVED. 


It was suggested, and agreed by the mover and seconder, that for the 
reasons given with respect to the previous motion, THE MOTION BE 
TABLED TO THE SENATE MEETING OF 31 MAY 1996. 


Faculty and School Academic Planning 


With respect to this item, Dr. Lightstone reported that the Faculty of Arts 
and Science planning document had been discussed at SCAPP; that the 
planning documents from the other three Faculties would be tabled and 
discussed at the SCAPP meeting of 30 May 1996, and that simultaneously 
all of the academic planning documents would be submitted for information 
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at the Senate meeting of 31 May 1996; that during the Summer months 
work would be undertaken to integrate the planning documents vis-a-vis 
SCAPP's obligation both with respect to the application of the 5 
Senate-approved principles and also in terms of bringing a university-wide 
perspective to the planning process; and that the intention was to be able to 
bring forward a fully-integrated plan for discussion at SCAPP and to Senate 
as soon as possible in the Fall. 


Senate was also advised that there were decisions relating to the Faculty of 
Arts and Science planning document regarding programme and unit 
mergers, relocations and closures that would be coming to Senate for 
approval on 31 May 1996. With respect to this, a concern was raised and 
responded to vis-a-vis APC consideration of proposals relating to academic 
programmes. 


Curriculum Change Proposals 


Graduate Proposals 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN KUSY, SECONDED BY MR. KLAMPH, 
THAT THE M.A. IN TRANSLATION STUDIES AS PROPOSED IN 
DOCUMENT US-96-4-D3 BE APPROVED, AS RECOMMENDED BY 
THE ACADEMIC PROGRAMMES COMMITTEE, FOR FORWARDING 
TO CREPUQ. 


In presenting the proposed M.A. in Translation Studies, Dean Kusy noted 
that the last page in Document US-96-4-D3 belonged in Document 
US-96-4-D4 which contained the proposal for a Graduate Certificate in 
Building Studies. He also pointed out that additional clarifications with 
respect to the proposal were contained in Documents US-96-4-D3(b) and 
US-96-4-D3\(c). 


THE MOTION WAS CARRIED. 


Graduate Certificate in Building Studies 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN KUSY, SECONDED BY MR. KLAMPH, 
THAT THE GRADUATE CERTIFICATE IN BUILDING STUDIES AS 
PROPOSED IN DOCUMENT US-96-4-D4 BE APPROVED, AS 
RECOMMENDED BY THE ACADEMIC PROGRAMMES COMMITTEE. 


Questions were raised and responded to concerning the rationale for the 
proposed programme and the ' anticipated student enrolment. 


MOTION CARRIED. 
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Undergraduate Curriculum Changes 


Arts and Science 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN VALASKAKIS, SECONDED BY PROF. 
BABA, THAT THE UNDERGRADUATE CURRICULUM CHANGES 
IN THE FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE PROPOSED IN 
DOCUMENT US-964-D5 BE APPROVED, AS RECOMMENDED BY 
THE ACADEMIC PROGRAMMES COMMITTEE. 


Dean Valaskakis requested, and it was agreed, that speaking privileges be 
granted to Dr. Judith Woodsworth, Vice-Dean, Academic Affairs and 
International Relations. 


Vice-Dean Woodsworth provided general information and rationale with 
respect to the proposed curriculum changes in Arts and Science. 


THE MOTION WAS CARRIED. 


Engineering and Computer Science 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN TADDEO, SECONDED BY PROF. 
STATHOPOULOS, THAT THE UNDERGRADUATE CURRICULUM 
CHANGES IN THE FACULTY OF ENGINEERING AND COMPUTER 
SCEINCE PROPOSED IN DOCUMENT US-96-4-D6 BE APPROVED, 
AS RECOMMENDED BY THE ACADEMIC PROGRAMMES 
COMMITTEE. 


In his remarks, Dr. Drysdale, Chair of APC, advised that the proposed new 
course INDU 213, which would replace ACCO 213, was the result of an 
arrangement between the Faculty of Commerce and Administration and the 
Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science whereby the Faculty of 
Commerce and Administration would provide a course that would fit the 
specificity of the needs of the particular programme; that the three-credit 
course (INDU 213) would be known as ACCO 230 and titled 
-"Introduction to Financial and Managerial Accounting"; and that he wanted 
this to be entered into the Senate record because its approval by the 
Commerce and Administration Faculty Council was pending tomorrow's 
Council meeting at which it was expected to be approved. He also 
emphasized that this was an example of the high level of cooperation that 
existed among the Faculties with respect to the work of APC during the past 
year. 


Issues raised and responded to during the ensuing discussion included 
questions with respect to the proposed social aspects courses to be offered 
by the Faculty of Arts and Science under "complimentary studies electives"; 
and the proposed curriculum changes in Computer Science, including the 
related capital budget implications. With respect to the latter, Senate was 
advised that any resource implications would be dealt with through 
re-allocations within the Faculty. It was also noted that the proposed Major 
in Digital Image/Sound and the Fine Arts, which was a joint initiative 
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between the Faculties of Fine Arts and Engineering and Computer Science, 
should be referred to under item 71.80.6, page 27, Document US-96-4D6. 


THE MOTION WAS CARRIED. 
Fine Arts 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN JACKSON, SECONDED BY PROF. 
CORWIN, THAT THE UNDERGRADUATE CURRICULUM 
CHANGES IN THE FACULTY OF FINE ARTS PROPOSED IN 
DOCUMENT US-96-4-D7 BE APPROVED, AS RECOMMENDED BY 
THE ACADEMIC PROGRAMMES COMMITTEE. 


With respect to the above, Senate was advised that this was an unusual 
occurrence in that because of the budget situation the Steering Committee 
had had no option but to reverse agenda items with those of the Senate 
meeting of 31 May 1996, which resulted in the curriculum documents being 
circulated at today's meeting rather than being distributed by mail in advance 
and thereby providing members with an opportunity to review them prior to 
the meeting, as was the normal practice. 


In additional comments, Dr. Bertrand explained that the proposed Capital 
Budget for 1996/97 contained a provision for a special one-time infusion of 
approximately 500 thousand dollars in start-up money which would 
compliment the funding being provided by the Faculties of Engineering and 
Computer Science and Fine Arts; that there were major opportunities for 
funding from outside sources, that money might also -be forthcoming from 
the Quebec government in connection with funding to universities vis-a-vis 
technological advances and that perhaps this was a first example of what 
such money could be used for, and that it might be possible to help fund a 
special project in a different Faculty each year; and that there was nothing to 
prevent Concordia from making application to the Ministry next year for 
such a project. 


During the continuing discussion, it was suggested that the proposed 
changes with respect to Film Animation be deleted from the motion on the 
floor and tabled to the Senate meeting of 31 May 1996 to provide time for 
the issue of funding to be looked into and a report to be provided by 
SCAPP on the implications with respect to the operating and capital 
budgets. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. CHAIKELSON, 
SECONDED BY PROF. TEFFETELLER, THAT THE PROPOSED 
CHANGES TO THE MAJOR IN FILM ANIMATION BE DELETED 
FROM THE MOTION ON THE FLOOR. 


During discussion on the amendment, it was argued that "animation" was a 
very important segment of the excellent cinema programme offered by the 
Faculty of Fine Arts, and that technological evolvements over the past 10 
years had made it necessary that animation now be done with the aid of 
computers; and that the Major in Film Animation was a priority area for the 
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Faculty of Fine Arts, that this was an important programme with specific 
needs, that the programme involved cooperation between two Faculties, 
ie., the Faculty of Fine Arts and the Faculty of Engineering and Computer 
Science, that both Faculties had committed up-front money from their 
capital budgets with respect to this programme, and that Senate should vote 
on the proposed changes at today's meeting. 


It was also argued that if government funding was available, it would be 
remiss of the University not to attempt to go after such funding. In 
response, Senate was advised that that would be done in any event, 1.e., the 
University would attempt in any event to receive any government funding 
available with respect to this programme; that there was nothing to prevent 
the University from applying for government funding vis-a-vis major 
revisions to a programme after they had been approved; and that the 
substantial amounts of money that might become available for this 
programme from the private sector, rather than from the government, 
involved a question of timing, i.e., it was important in terms of private 
sector funding that the proposed changes be approved by Senate at this 
meeting. 


At the same time, it was emphasized that the amendment was not asking that 
the proposed changes in the Major in Film Animation be rejected, but only 
that approval be postponed to the 31 May 1996 Senate meeting in order to 
provide an opportunity for members to consider the impact on the capital 
budget which had not yet been circulated at Senate. 


THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS NOT CARRIED. 
THE MAIN MOTION WAS CARRIED. 


Dean Valaskakis requested that if there was going to be a submission 
forwarded to the government regarding communication digitalization , 
Communication Studies and Journalism in the Faculty of Arts and Science 
not be forgotten, and which programmes, she advised, were in dire and 
immediate need vis-a-vis digital equipment in order to maintain their status 
in this particular field for their students. 


Graduate Proposals 


Accelerated Admission to Ph.D. Programmes/Modification to the definition 
of the Fail Grade 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN KUSY, SECONDED BY MR. TABAR, 
THAT THE GRADUATE PROPOSALS CONCERNING 
ACCELERATED ADMISSION TO PH.D. PROGRAMMES AND THE 
MODIFICATION TO THE DEFINITION OF THE FAIL GRADE AS 
CONTAINED IN DOCUMENT US-96-4-D8 BE APPROVED, AS 
RECOMMENDED BY THE ACADEMIC PROGRAMMES COMMITTEE. 


MOTION CARRIED. 
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Audio-Visual Department Mission Statement 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. CARRUTHERS, SECONDED BY MR. 
KLAMPH, THAT THE AUDIO VISUAL DEPARTMENT MISSION 
STATEMENT CONTAINED IN DOCUMENT US-96-4-D1O BE 
APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


A brief discussion arose following a question concerning the Mission 
Statement during which it was pointed out that the motion had already been 
voted on and approved. However, it was also noted that Document 
US-96-4-D10 had only been distributed at the meeting and that many 
members had not had had an opportunity to adequately review the wording 
prior to the vote. It was suggested and agreed that while the motion would 
stand as having been voted on and approved, members who wished to 
review the Mission Statement could do so between now and the next Senate 
meeting to be held on 31 May 1996, at which time any concerns could be 
raised and discussed, and, if necessary, a different motion could be 
considered. 


In response to a question as to the necessity of Senate approval of the Audio 
Visual Department's Mission Statement, it was explained that the Academic 
Services Committee, which had brought the resolution forward, was a 
Standing Committee of Senate, and that the members of the Committee had 
felt that the Mission Statement should come to Senate for approval. 


Resolution concerning the University Library Acquisitions Budget 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. TABAR, SECONDED BY PROF. CORWIN, 
THAT THE RESOLUTION FROM THE ACADEMIC SERVICES 
COMMITTEE CONCERNING THE UNIVERSITY LIBRARY 
ACQUISITIONS BUDGET PROPOSED IN DOCUMENT US-96-4-Dll 
BE APPROVED. 


During the discussion, it was pointed out that the resolution in Document 
US-96-4-D1 1 was asking for something that had already been done. 
However, it was argued that the Library Acquisitions Budget was being 
short-changed vis-a-vis. the formula used with respect to the GST rebate. It 
was suggested that the motion be tabled to the next Senate meeting for 
further consideration in the context of the proposed University budgets for 
1996/97. 


It was agreed that the motion be tabled to a subsequent Senate meeting. 


Revision to the Composition of the Ad Hoc Senate Finance Committee 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN ANVARI, SECONDED BY PROF. BYERS, 
THAT THE REVISION TO THE COMPOSITION OF THE AD HOC 
SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE PROPOSED IN DOCUMENT 
US-96-4D12 BE APPROVED. 


96-4-21 


96-4-22 


96-4-23 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Notice of Motion concerning the Academic Policy on the Transfer of Credit 


Mr. Klamph, the proposer of the motion contained in Document 
US-96-4-D 13, requested that the item be put over for consideration at the 
Senate meeting of 31 May 1996. Responding to a suggestion that the matter 
be referred to the APC for consideration before further discussion at Senate, 
Mr. Klamph advised that as had been previously directed by Senate, the 
matter had been forwarded to the Council of the School of Graduate Studies 
for consideration with a request that it be referred to APC before being 
re-considered by Senate, but that the Steering Committee of the Council of 
the School of Graduate Studies had decided not to do so. 


It was agreed that the matter be considered by Senate at the next meeting. 


Other Business 


A "Notice of Motion" was given by Mr. Klamph concerning a revision to 
the Composition of Senate to provide for the addition of two alumni 
representatives as regular voting members of Senate. With respect to this, it 
was suggested and agreed that the Secretary be provided with a copy of the 
motion and the rationale. 


Mr. Klamph also gave "Notice of Motion" to the effect that the student 
membership on Senate be increased to 24 regular voting members in order 
to achieve parity with the non-student voting members on Senate. Again, it 
was agreed that the Secretary be provided with a copy of the motion and the 
rationale. 


With respect to the above "Notices of Motions", it was pointed out that they 
would have to be considered by the Steering Committee which would not 
meet again prior to the next Senate meeting on 31 May 1996. At the same 
time, it was explained that there was nothing to prevent Mr. Klamph from 
making motions at the next Senate meeting, which, time permitting, could 
be considered, otherwise, they would be put over for consideration in the 
Fall. 


Next Meeting 


Dr. Lowy announced that the next Senate meeting would be held at 1:00 
p.m., Friday, 31 May 1996 in the Senate Chamber. 


Adjournment 


96-4-24 The meeting was adjourned at 1:29 p.m. on a motion by Dean Anvari, 
seconded by Prof. Tomberlin. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


